Introduction
During the past years there has been a debate about whether particle verbs should be analyzed as morphological objects or as syntactic combinations. The most frequently cited arguments for a treatment as morphological objects are: 1) Nontransparent particle verbs have to be listed in the lexicon. Therefore they constitute one word. 2) In German particles cannot be fronted without their verb.
3) The particle cannot be separated from its verb in verb final contexts. 4) In certain dialects of German only words can combine with certain prepositions, and since particle verbs can do so, they must be words and have to be treated in morphology.
In what follows, I will show that all these claims are empirically wrong. When discussing the data, I will point out similarities of particle verbs with syntactic constructions and finally suggest a syntactic analysis. † Thanks to Berthold Crysmann, Kordula De Kuthy, Anke Lüdeling, Andrew McIntyre, and Hans Uszkoreit for discussion, two anonymous reviewers for comments, and to Kordula De Kuthy, Detmar Meurers, Nicole Dehé, and Anke Lüdeling for supplying me with relevant literature. Thorsten Brants helped me to find the examples that are from the NEGRA corpus. I want also to thank Uta Waller who helped me translate sample sentences from newspapers.
I found the examples from the Mannheimer Morgen in the COSMAS corpus that is provided by the Institut für Deutsche Sprache (IDS) Mannheim (http://corpora.ids-mannheim.de/~cosmas/).
The research carried out for this paper was supported by a research grant from the German Bundesministerium für Bildung, Wissenschaft, Forschung und Technologie (BMBF) to the DFKI project WHITEBOARD ("Multilevel Annotation for Dynamic Free Text Processing"), FKZ 01 IW 002.
Non-Productive Particle Verb Combinations
Many particle verbs have a non-transparent reading. It is clear that this has to be represented in the grammar somehow, but it does not follow that particle verbs are words. The point is that there are also other constructions that have non-regular meanings and that are clearly phrasal and take part in syntactic processes.
(1) a. 
Fronting
Particles can be fronted, although this is often denied. There are different claims about frontability that will be explored below. Bierwisch (1963:103) claims that particles like ab, an, auf , aus, ein, über, unter are not frontable. But as the examples in this paper show, there are instances of particle fronting for many of these particles. The frontability is not a property of the particle but rather a property of the particle verb. Haider (1990:96; 1993:280; 1997a:35-36; 1997b:86-87, 93) , Fanselow (1993:68) , Neeleman and Weermann (1993:473) , Kiss (1994:100) , Haider, Olsen and Vikner (1995:17) , Kathol (1996) , Olsen (1997a: 307; 1997b: 21) , and Eisenberg (1999:306) deny the frontability of particles. These authors do not mention any exceptions and some of them take the non-frontability claim as evidence to rule out certain sentence structures for German. Zifonun (1999:227) uses the non-frontability as a defining property of particle verbs. She explicitly excludes cases like (3) from the class of 'true' particle verbs, since these verbs are entirely compositional and the particle also appears as pronominal adverb. there.out 'We will get in, but how are we going to get out.' However, on page 223 she states that all particle verbs that have a preposition other than mit as particle are 'true' particle verbs. As the data below will demonstrate, even particles that have the form of prepositions can be fronted. Non-frontability of the particle therefore cannot be a necessary condition for being a particle verb. Engel (1977: 213; 1994: 192) claims that only particles that correspond to copula particles like those in (4) can be fronted. (4) Grewendorf (1990:106) claims that only those particles which assign a theta role can be fronted. Stiebels and Wunderlich (1992:3) give the following examples and claim that the fronting is only possible if the particle occurs together with resultatives or directionals. Similarly, Webelhuth and Ackerman (1999) developed an LFG analysis that is supposed to explain what kind of particles can be fronted. They claim that only particles that have a resultative meaning can be fronted.
What Can be Fronted?
There are some authors, however, who realize that the fronting of particles is possible in a variety of cases that do not fall under those described above (Reis, 1976 :68, Lötscher, 1985 :211, Hoeksema, 1991 , Bennis, 1991 , Hoberg, 1997 , Lüdeling, 1997 , and McIntyre, 2001 ).
Since it is so often claimed that particles are non-frontable, an extensive discussion of data will be provided in the remainder of this section.
(6) contains particles in fronted position that are related to nouns. 6 6 I assume that particle is a separate grammatical category. Most particles are related to nouns, verbs, adjectives, or prepositions by a lexical redundancy rule. See also (Olsen, 1999:238; McIntyre, 2001:44 Benz.high.school 'After that the games against the Humboldt secondary school and the Benz high school were also lost.' Since these particle verbs resemble ordinary verbal complexes, it is not really surprising that such examples can be found.
In (8) - (9) the particles correspond to adverbs. 7 Wiglaf Droste, taz, 27.02.1998, p. 20 . The taz is a newspaper that appears nation-wide in Germany (http://www.taz.de). Schlange stehen is derived from in einer Schlange stehen. I follow (Wunderlich, 1987:98) in treating Schlange stehen as a particle verb.
8 Spiegel, 48/99, p. 305 9 Stiebels and Wunderlich (1994:962) list verlorengehen ('get lost', 'lose'), stiftengehen ('to hop it'), spazierengehen ('to go for a walk', 'stroll'), and flötengehen ('to go west') as particle verbs. The sentences in (7) The verb feststehen is a lexicalized form. The particle can neither be exchanged for another adjective or adverb (10a), nor can it be omitted (10b). The particle cannot predicate over a sentential complement (10c). (10) has 'As an argument against this, it has to be said that modern mathematics is a pure structure science which has nothing to do with quantification.'
The adverb in (11b) can be used predicatively as in (12). (12) taz, 06.08.1998, p. 9 18 In the main text of (Heringer, 1973:93) . 19 Note that freikommen is not a resultative construction, since freikommen does not mean that the coming of an individual (kommen) causes the individual to be free (frei). See for instance Dowty (1979) over.take 'But he also made it clear "that we will not pay any out standing debts". '
In (14a) the particle los is fronted. In general, this particle marks the beginning of an event (losfahren ('start to drive'), losrennen ('start to run'), losschreien ('start to shout')). 24 In (14a) the verb with los is a lexicalized form. The core meaning of gehen is not present anymore. (14) (Engel, 1988:440) . 25 taz, 10.11.1995, p. 4 26 taz, 15.07.1999, p. 19 27 NEGRA corpus. 28 (Duden, 1991:62) All examples in (14) have in common that the particle cannot be used in a predicative construction with the copula sein like the copula particles in (4) and (5a), and therefore they cannot be predicates of whatever kind was claimed to be possible in sentence-initial position.
The examples in (15) teacher 'There was a knock on the door. The teacher came in.'
The particle auf in (15a) marks the sudden begin of an event. The ein in (15b) is related to the preposition in (Olsen, 1997a:307) .
Why Are These Frontings Possible?
The frontability seems to depend on the semantic content of the particle and the content of the verb. The more content a particle has, the better the fronting is. As was discussed above, most researchers agree about the cases where a particle that can also appear in copula constructions is fronted.
One can observe that even particles that cannot appear as predicates in copula constructions can be fronted if they are contrasted (Haftka, 1981:720-721) . Hoeksema (1991) and Bennis (1991) A similar example has been provided by Hoberg (1997 Hoberg ( :1622 . Examples like (17a) are rather odd, but if a contrast is established as in (17b) the PART Intended: 'He can take part, but it is more difficult for him to loose weight.' However, the reason for this ungrammaticality is that the meaning of the verbs in (18) is totally unrelated. Imagine a context where an actor has to gain 10 kilos to have the right shape for a particular role in a movie. In a conversation one speaker claims that he has read that the actor has to lose 10 kilos to get the role. Then the reply in (19) would be possible. So the generalization seems to be that the fronting of semantically nonautonomous particles is possible if a contrast is established between two particle verbs that have the same verb but different particles which add information to the core meaning of the verb. The verb färben ('dye') has a meaning that is related to the meaning of umfärben. This is not the case for einfallen ('remember'). The meaning of fallen is fall. This is the reason for the ungrammaticality of (20). That an of anfangen can hardly be fronted is due to the non-compositionality of anfangen. Since anfangen is non-transparent, it is impossible to establish a contrast between particles or base verbs.
Examples like (14) and (15) are not very frequent. They cannot be explained as contrastive readings. Hoberg (1997 Hoberg ( :1621 assumes that the particles are fronted to allow nominal constituents to occupy the rightmost position in a clause which is sometimes desired for reasons of information structuring. The fact that frontings like (15b) are unacceptable if the particle verb is non-finite is explained by her assumption, since in (22) the NP is not positioned at the rightmost position. However, this explanation cannot account for fronting of particles in sentences where the particle verb takes a sentential complement. As sentential complements can be extraposed easily, an expletive positional es as in (23) could be used to fill the sentence-initial position. When using such an expletive, (9a) would be reformulated as: The sentence was uttered to explain to someone who entered the room why the people in the room were talking about a strange topic. I asked the two people involved in the conversation for judgments of (i). Both considered (i) normal. The information structuring in (i) is different from that in (21). The subject in (21) is an expletive pronoun, whereas the subject in (i) is a referential pronoun. In (21) the sentence-initial position is filled with a semantically empty element. Since a positional es can hardly be used in sentences that contain referential pronouns (see (Erdmann, 1886: § 94) ), the fronting in (i) is the only way not to front the subject or the pronominal adverb. 31 It is unclear whether the es in (23) Uszkoreit (1987:100) for the observation that many particle frontings are better when the verb is in second position, i.e., adjacent to the particle. 33 The examples in (25) are from (Uszkoreit, 1987:107 The examples in (25) - (26) could be instances of the pattern in (24b). While Zeller's assumptions explain most of the data that was discussed above, the sentences (6c), (9b), and (11c) remain unexplained. These sentences show that the adjacency of particle and verb is not a necessary condition for fronting. In (6c) the particle verb is embedded under the perfect auxiliary hat ('has'), in (11c) it is embedded under the modal sein ('be') and in (9b) it is embedded under scheinen ('seem'). In (6c) it is clear that the contribution of the noun is focused. The verbs in (9b) and (11c) embed both clausal complements. Again, information structuring is the reason for such frontings, but instead of the insertion of a positional es, the particle is fronted.
The analogous examples with idioms are shown in (27) . (27) The verbs of the idioms in (27) are embedded under perfect auxiliaries and similar examples exist where the idiom is embedded under a modal. So, as with the particle verb frontings in (6c), (9b), and (11c) Nunberg, Sag and Wasow (1994:512) give a similar example that they quoted from a manuscript of Ackerman and Webelhuth. 38 taz, 28.08.1999, p. 18 heads and complements that are combined non-transparently. For more data and the discussion of similar claims in connection with multiple frontings see Müller (2000) .
The Impossibility of Fronting the Base Verb
A non-finite particle verb cannot be fronted without its particle. 39 This is demonstrated by the sentences in (28) which contain particles that are related to different categories. The examples of particle fronting discussed above are parallel to examples where verbs or adjectives with or without dependents are fronted. Such examples were discussed in (Müller, 1997; Müller, 1999:Chapter 18; Müller, 2001 ). There I assumed that erzählen müssen wird and treu sein will form a predicate complex: (29) The non-finite verbs and the finite verb are combined before the whole verbal complex is combined with the complements. Similarly the adjective, the copula and the modal verb form a predicate complex that is combined with the arguments of the involved heads later.
The ungrammatical examples in (28) Höhle (1982) and Lötscher (1985) suggested treating the particle as part of the verbal complex. I assume that copula constructions and certain other predicative constructions are also analyzed as complexes (Müller, 2000 (Müller, , 2001 and that particle verb combinations are of the same construction type. 41 taz, 04.10.1999, p. 20 In (31) the particle meaning is further specified by a von-PP. There are no particle verbs in German that have a von as particle. ab is used instead (Fourquet, 1974; Stiebels, 1996:86, 94) . In (31) the particle ab is not adjacent to gekommen, but its projection-the phrase weit ab vom Kurs-is. Sentences like (31) are unproblematic for analyses that assume that particle and verb are combined in syntax.
In ( But as (Lüdeling, 1998:57) notes, these examples are caused by focus split. That it is possible to intrapose certain parts of the predicate complex was also shown by the examples with adjectives in (Müller, 1999:Chapter 18.4.3) . So, this is another similarity of adjective copula and particle verb combinations. While a syntactic analysis can account for (32), a morphological one clearly fails. Stiebels and Wunderlich (1994:927) (Lüdeling, 1998:57) it. However, when I heard Detmar Meurers speaking, I realized that this is not the complete story. It is not clear to me what the exact restrictions of this construction are, but in the present context they are not important. 45 The examples in (34) -(35) are sufficient to show that these nominalizations are not relevant for claims about the status of particle verbs. Even if examples like (34) -(35) did not exist, the examples in (33) would not be evidence for particle verb combinations being non-syntactic, as was claimed by Stiebels (1996:44) . Nominalized predicative constructions (das Gutfinden 'the good finding'), resultative constructions (das Leerfischen 'the empty fishing'), and verbal complexes (das Artig-Sein-Wollen 'the well-behaved be want.to') show the same order as nominalized particle verbs. The verbal complex is nominalized as one unit. The data in (33) therefore has to be regarded as additional evidence that particle verb combinations are similar to predicative constructions, resultative constructions, and verbal complexes, i.e., to other constructions that are regarded as syntactic combinations. 43 Detmar Meurers, Tübingen, 09.03.2000 44 Uli Krieger, 2000 45 On some constraints see (Bhatt and Schmidt, 1993) .
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Conclusion
In this paper I have discussed arguments for the treatment of particle verbs as morphological objects that are repeated in various forms throughout the literature. While it was previously claimed that particles cannot be fronted, that they cannot be separated from the based verb in head final contexts, and that they cannot be modified, I have demonstrated that these claims cannot be upheld in general, and suggested a syntactic analysis where the particle is treated as part of the predicate complex.
It is clear that in many instances fronting, separation, and modification are impossible, but this is not due to general properties of particle verbs. In the case of particle fronting and intraposition, other factors interfere, like information structure and the possibility of establishing a contrast. Whether a particle can be modified or not depends on semantic factors. In my opinion, it is the right approach to allow fronting, intraposition, and modification and to account for the appropriate syntactic structures. Additional constraints like those discussed for fronting then rule out or specify the markedness of certain constructions.
A more detailed discussion of data and a fully formalized account that explains both the syntax of particle verbs and their inflectional and derivational morphology is given in (Müller, 2000 
